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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendments 

1 . This action is in reply to the response filed on June 22, 2009. 

2. Acknowledgement is made that the applicant has amended claims 1 and 16. Claims 2-15 and 
17-40 were previously cancelled. 

3. Claims 1 and 16 are currently pending and have been examined. 

4. The rejections of claims 1 and 16 have been updated to reflect the amendments. 

5. The Examiner has carefully reviewed the Applicant's response and has determined that the 
rejection stands and is resubmitted below addressing the claims as modified by said 
amendments 

Information Disclosure Statements 

6. The Information Disclosure Statements filed on April 7, 2005 and April 8, 2005 have been 
considered. An initialed copy of the Form 1449 is enclosed herewith. 

Terminal Disclaimer 

7. The terminal disclaimer filed on June 22, 2009 disclaiming the terminal portion of any patent 
granted on this application which would extend beyond the expiration date of any patent 
granted on Application Number 12/130,379 has been reviewed and is accepted. The 
terminal disclaimer has been recorded. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

(a) Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

(b) Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

(c) Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

(d) Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 

10. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Trompenaars et. al., 
Culture for Business Series: Business Across Cultures, Capstone Publishing Ltd., 2/2/04, pp 
30-32, 114, 144, 148, and 303-305, herein referred to as "Trompenaars" in view of Henry 
Stewart Publications 1469-7017 (2003) Vol., 3,4 361-375, Journal of Change Management, 
"A new framework for managing change across cultures", Fons Trompenaars, and Peter 
Woolliams, herein referred to as "Woolliams". 
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11. With respect to Claim 1 , 

Trompenaars discloses the following limitations, 

• a. computer readable program code eliciting at least one of: intent and goals from each of 
said participating entity or entities in said synchronization; (see at least pg. 30: "...seven 
dimensional model is a means to elicit, describe, and frame the major dilemmas 
organizations must resolve..."; page 303: "...The dilemmas organized per business 
function are shown here:. ..In many cases we triangulate the use of web-based data 

collection we can now consider those generic dilemmas which we find leaders face on 

a regular basis..."; page 304: "...the second dilemma above, cost versus investment, and 
how we can help leaders or senior managers from this organization to reconcile that 
particular dilemma. We follow a series of methodological steps in achieving this that 
make use of worksheet tools and grids...) 

• d. computer readable program code reconciling said pairs of alternatives statements; 
(page 32: "...By reconciling the delimmas deriving from the differences on the 
orientations, organizations can begin to reconcile their cultural orientations..."; page 303: 
"...The dilemmas organized per business function are shown here:. ..in many cases we 
triangulate the use of web-based data collection.... we can now consider those generic 
dilemmas which we find leaders face on a regular basis...") 

• e. computer readable program code establishing a charter of practices by integrating a 
set of said reconciled pairs of alternatives statements; (see at least page 144: "...we 

discussed the main tensions between both organizations our dilemma reconciliation 

methodology resulting in the following set of integrated values...") 

• f computer readable program code synchronizing at least one of said business practices 
and culture of said participating entity or entities in view of said practices charter (see at 
least page 144: "...we then worked with teams of senior participants to frame these 
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tensions as a series of principal dilemmas... our next step in supporting this client was to 
conceptualize a renewed mission statement and set of core values...") 

• (5) other applicable considerations that specify additional information that could be 
important in translating the details of the outcome narrative to other issues that have 
similar characteristics. (see at least page 114, Figure 4.2: Flow of cultural change 
process; Table page 303) 

• wherein said practices charter reflects strategic, operational and tactical alternatives of 
how said entity or entities are to be operated and how work is to be performed within said 
entity or entities, (see at least page 32: "...when faced with cultural differences, one 
effective approach is to compare the two profiles based on the linear seven dimensions 
model to identify where the major differences originate... by reconciling the dilemmas 
deriving from the differences on the orientations, organizations can begin to reconcile 
their cultural orientations...) 



Trompenaars discloses all of the above limitations, Trompenaars does not distinctly disclose 
the following limitations, however Woolliams as shown discloses, 

• b. computer readable program code developing detailed alternatives statements in 
support of said elicited intent and goals;(see at least Table 3, page 369-371 ) 

• c. computer readable program code selecting from said alternatives statements, pairs of 
alternatives statements that are in tension with each other, said pairs of alternatives 
statements reflecting right-versus-right spectrums (see at least Table 3, and page 364: 
"...using web-based "interview" techniques (WebCue), the authors have also invited 
members of a large number of client organizations to elicit and delineate their 
dilemmas..."; page 368: "...authors collected and analysed some 4,000 examples of such 
critical incidents. The principal findings are summarized in Table 3 in terms of the 
frequently repeating dilemmas for differing scenarios...") 
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• said right-versus-right spectrums are evaluated for reasonableness by verifying that, 
for each of said right-versus-right spectrums, one or more members of said 
participating entity or entities agrees that said right-versus-right spectrum is important 
said alternatives statement pairs are drafted as plausible (see at least page 375: 
"...Once the leader or groups of relevant leaders are in agreement on the dilemmas 
that need to be reconciled, the action points to be taken evolve naturally...") , 
contrasting ends of said right-versus-right spectrum; said contrasting ends not 
required to be equally plausible;(see at least Table 4, page 372: "...by asking leaders 
of organizations to phrase the major tensions they feel as 'on the one hand... on the 
other the authors linguistically programme them to see both sides of the 
equation...") 

• and a conveyance of said reconciled pairs of alternatives statements to realistic 
work conditions is made such that it is clear to people performing the work, how 
work is to be conducted, (see at least Table 5, page 374: "Guidance template for 
action to be taken") 

• said reconciled pairs of alternatives statements are applied to realistic work 
conditions to produce a series of outcome narratives each of which comprises: 

• (1) either of: a situation or dilemma statement; (2) a desired outcome in which 
answers are given to a list of questions about actions to be taken, roles of 
decision makers, and behaviors associated with those who need to take action 
(pages 368-371, Table 3, Repeating dilemmas found for the different 
scenarios, and Table 4, Basic pro-forma framework, page 373: "...a number of 
pro-formas are used to elicit the basic description of their current and ideal 
organizational culture profiles, components they want to retain and 
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discard... the various lists comprise those that are most curcial to reconcile in 
view of the envisioned future...") 
• (3) a list of in-scope roles, an in-scope role being performed by one or more 
individuals involved in an action according to said desired outcome; (4) role 
behaviors and actions associated with in-scope roles, wherein role behaviors 
and actions specify the desired way the desired outcome is to be 
accomplished; and (see at least Table 5, "Guidance template for action to be 
taken") 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the cross-cultural perspective on how companies meet the diverse needs of 
customers, investors and employees of Trompenaars and the methodology on 
diagnosing the tensions between current and ideal corporate culture of Woolliams 
because it provides an efficient means for the management of change by providing a 
conceptual framework for reconciliation of dilemmas to achieve a 'win-win' outcomes for 
a new corporate culture. 

12. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Trompenaars et. al., in 
view of "Woolliams" in further view of Vilalti et al., US Patent No US 6,842,751 B1, herein 
referred to as "Vilalti". 

13. With respect to Claim 16, 

Trompenaars and Woolliams disclose all of the above limitations, Trompenaars further 
discloses, 

• a. computer readable program code listing issues that might arise within the regular work 
of said entity or entities, an issue being a work requirement, occurrence, or choice that 
requires action by one or more people and that could be disputed by those required to 
take action or responsible for an outcome, and for which one or more reconciled 
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statements will apply; (see at least table on page 144: "..."Through looking at the 
tensions developed through the core values of both organizations we had captured at 
least five of the key strategic dilemmas the organization as a whole was facing...") 

Trompenaars and Woolliams disclose all of the above limitations, Woolliams further 
disclsoes, 

• c. computer readable program code writing a statement to represent each classified 
situation and dilemma, each statement being a brief, realistic, fictional narrative 
instantiation with adequate detail for decision, adequacy being determined by 
comparison to a given set of standard examples.(see at least Table 3, Repeating 
dilemmas found for the different scenarios...") 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the cross-cultural perspective on how companies meet the diverse needs of 
customers, investors and employees of Trompenaars and the methodology on diagnosing 
the tensions between current and ideal corporate culture of Woolliams because it provides 
an efficient means for identifying and reconciliation of dilemmas. 

Trompenaars and Woolliams disclose all of the above limitations, the combination of 
Trompenaars and Woolliams does not distinctly disclose the following limitations, but Vilalta 
et al., however as shown discloses, 

• b. computer readable program code classifying issues as situations and dilemmas, a 
situation being an issue with a relatively small number of roles or a generally agreed 
upon preferable outcome and a dilemma being an issue with a relatively large number 
of roles or general disagreement on preferable outcome; and (see at least Figure 8, 
column 9, lines 15-31: "...a flow chart describing the selection process 800..."; the 
meta-rules are applied to the meta-feature description of the domain to determine if any 
meta-rules are satisfied, thereby indicating one or more potential models to utilize to 
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classify the doman. A conflict-resolution strategy may take palce if several rules fire at 
the same time..."). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the cross-cultural perspective on how companies meet the diverse needs of 
customers, investors and employees of Trompenaars and the methodology on diagnosing 
the tensions between current and ideal corporate culture of Woolliams with the data 
classification method and apparatus of Vilalta because it provides an efficient model 
selection technique for labeling and characterizing objects via its data classification system. 

Response to Arguments 

14. Applicant's arguments received on June 22, 2009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Applicant's arguments will be addressed herein below in the order in 
which they appear in the response filed June 22, 2009. 

15. With regard to limitations of applicant's amended claims 1 and 16, beginning on page 9 of 
the Remarks, Applicant broadly states that "...Trompenaars fails to teach such queries 
regarding roles and behaviors..." In response, all of the limitations which Applicant disputes 
as missing in the applied reference is fully disclosed or obvious in view of the collective 
teachings of Trompenaars et. al, Woolliams, and Vilalti and based on the logic of one 
ordinarily skilled in the art. Detailed explanations are given in the preceding sections of the 
present Office Action. 



Conclusion 



Application/Control Number: 10/708,962 Page 10 

Art Unit: 3629 

16. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office Action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37CFR 1.136(a). 

17. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS 
of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the 
end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period fro reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of 
this final action. 

18. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or concerning 
this communication or earlier communications from the Examiner should be directed to 
Kimberly L. Evans whose telephone number is 571.270.3929. The Examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 9:30am-5:00pm. If attempts to reach the 
examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's supervisor, John Weiss can be 
reached at 571.272.6812. 

19. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://portal.uspto.gov/external/portal/pair <http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov >. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, 
contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866.217.9197 (toll-free). Any response to 
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this action should be mailed to: Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks, P.O. Box 
1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 or faxed to 571-273-8300. Hand delivered responses 
should be brought to the United States Patent and Trademark Office Customer Service 
Window: Randolph Building 401 Dulany Street, Alexandria, VA 22314. 



/Kimberly Evans/Examiner, Art Unit 3629 



/JOHN G. WEISS/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3629 



